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This collection of four papers is the result of an 
action caucus held in association with the Speech Communication 
Association's 1972 convention, focusing on developments in the speech 
communication field since the 1968 USOE/SAA New Orleans conference 
(ED 028 1611) . -In the first paper, "New Orleans Revisited but 
Briefly," James E. Roever summarizes some of the subsequent 
developments in the field in view of what he considers the important 
conference recommendations; he then calls for an emphasis on 
"futurism."? L. S. Harms in "World CcMumini cation: Intercultural and 
Futurist" cites accelerated changes in communications technology as a 
guide to what the comir>unicaticxis specialists should be studying. 
Dennis s. Gouran in "Research in Speech Communication: A Study of 
Process or Processes?" views speech communication as a "t.aries of 
processes rather than as a unitary process, " and suggests that 
research .be oriented to that view. .In the final paper, "A Receiver 
Focus in Speech canrnmrication Research: Trends and Recommendations," 
Charles D. Larson claims that communications behavior can best be 
studied emphasizing miatiple methods of measurement in preliminary 
studies instead of reliance on attitude scales. (RN) 
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New Orleans Revtslted . but briefly 

James EL Roever 
Oueens College of The CJty University of New York 

♦ 

Prepared for Action Caucus to Focus on the 1968 USOE/SAA 
New Orleans Conference 
December 29, 1972 " 

The charge to this action caucus was to revisit New OrleaAs. I 
attempted to reconstruct what went on there and then 1 reread Conceptual 
■Frontiers jn Speech-Conknun I cation. Neither the experience nor the tome seemed 
particularly Important now, except as historical artifacts: even the hyphen 
has vanished from "speech-communication" and John Bowers wl II no longer be 
able to justify use of his strained grunt— ugh: 

.Then I attempted to reconstriict WIngspread 1970^ ^nd Pheasant Run 
and I reread The Pr^eect of Rh^^ for in my mind I tend to link these 
experiences with New Orleans by comparison and contrast. 

My conclusion was that it is not of pbrticular Interest to attempt to 
analyze the specific recommendations with reiatlon -to the topics of education, 
research, social Issues and the. like. Some of the recommendations had already 
occurred before they were adopted at New Orleans; some of them occurred' later: 
some never occurred. And, of those that did occur, was It that they happened 
in their natural place in the history of such events or was their occurrence 
Influenced by the suggestions that were made? 

^There was also" a "WIngspread" conference preceding the New Orleans 

^ Impression that while the Winqspread conference precedlno 
^Jorl^rtl^nl'^J'"?;^^^ conference at Pheasant Run Indeed had an Impact onTue ^ 
Jo^J!^ , /''f .T^®'^"'^' ^ c«>n^erence that preceded the New Orleans 
conference In fact had no appreciable Impact. 



Next, ! attempted to arrlve at a sinqle point of view that I felt 
best summarized my feelings, objective and subjective, concerning the real 
significance of. th9.,two major projects. I "concluded the fol lowing: 

The essential Impact of the New-Orleans project was tb legitimize 
•'behavloi:al" or ='experlmenta 1" or "scientific'' research In speech communication. 
Many, so-cal led experltnentallsts, or those the conference planners perceived 1o 
-be. such, came together with a few token "rhetoricians:' and a 'speech 
educAtlonlst" or two;- Those ■/experimental] sts" Were young and at tfie ' 
peak of a movement within speech communication that.had legitimized thelF 
specialties In the field;, tfje application of descriptive and experiiTientar' 
methpdology, while It had been around occasional ly ..In the thirties and 
forties, really began developing seriously In the fifties. Science was legiti- 
mate in areas where It" had heretofore not be^n a predcwninant mode of Inquiry .2 
I . think the key" recommendations that set 'the tone of +he conference and 
alve It importance are- recommendations one and two: 

RECOMMENDATION 1: Within the scope of a central focus on sooken 
. symbolic Interaction, the conference participants recommend that 
■ the" impcrtance of scientific approaches In speech-communication 
... . research be -Stressed.. 



RECOMMENDAtlON 2: The. conferees entourage the use of scientific 
approaches to Inquiry In many areas of speech-communication which 
have traditionally used different approaches— such as rhetorlfca! 
criticism, oral Interpretation and theatre. ^ 



^The audlologlsts and pathologists had been doing experimental 
research for a longer period of time .but am excluding them fromthls 
analysis as, for the most part; did. +he planners of the New ..Orleans con- 
ference. 

^Robert J. Klbler and Larry L. Barker, eds., Conceptual '. Frontiers 
In Speech-Communication (New York- Speech Association of America, 1969) 
pp. 20-21. 
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I believe that al l other material In the volutrij Conceptual Frontiers In 
Speech-Cotmiunlcatfon can be viewed from those proclamations. To put It 
succinctly: In February of 1968 at ttie Fontaineb.leau- Mo1x)r Hotel In 
New Orleans, Louisiana the scientific approach .-to the study of .speech 
communication was sancflfled. , • . ■ - . 

Given that sancfi,fica|lon, it- was only natural that, those, supported 
by the argument of tradition In speech communication, .the -rhetoricians,' 
would have the 1 r conference.' ' ^Many. rhetoricians from speech, ccmmunication. 
with several^ token participants from Engli5h;and phi losophy; gathered at 
Pheasant.Rup. Those, "rhetoricians, ".many of them young as had been those 
at the previous, conference, represented a tradition f.n the field and were " 
those who had entered an ongoing special I zatlon somewhere -in .the middle, not 
at its inception. Now that science In speech communication had been Eenclli 
fied, they had best take a look at their business to see what their roles 
were In a field in which they were no. longer necessari 'y the dominant ones, 
either in substance or by default. I think the key statement that sets the 
tone of the rhetoric project and gives it Importance appears in' the conclusic 
of The Prospect oi_ Rhetoric: 

The-actTotars-and-teachers--at: both -confenences-^wene-especi a l ly concerned 

wrthHte-relatlons of education fo socia4-forcesv ■ Both-con ferences 

a^ocesatlJt!emselyes-.to a questlbn of grave import to. education- ■ 

- at fil I .l « v<>4g; Dajjes education unwarrantably represent social and 

humanistic subjects as amenable to analytic reasonlna and apodictic 

proof rather than as subjects only amenable to practical 

assessments on the basis of values and preferences humanly held? 

Reports of both conferences answer this question,- affirmatively. 

Issues In the arts, in politics. In social organization, are 

not apodlcttcaily resolvable and the pretense that they are 

Is a major cause of contemporary social and educational unrest.,^ 



Jt-wafr-ar-9ufed;.-e.sp.ecl.all.y at thV-^W+fvgspj^d-^eorhferencer ttiar- 
J-o encourage expecta'ffons of 'scientific' or apodlctlc determinations 
In problem areasi where, such determinations are by nature unattainable 
will foster dtsi I luslonment and distrust of the Institutions encouragl 
so unattalnabfei^§ hope. Partrclpants-Fnflbth conferences 
emphasized the need "to- treat such subject matters as topics 
which only allow conclusions found ;through .choosing from among 
alternatives— all rationally defensible but engendering different 
human values from among which men must choose according to their 
own hierarchies of value. .To approach In this way social Issues, 
political Issues, cultural problems, as well as artistic problems, 
would.be to apply. in these areas of thought the principles of 
rhetor I cap Invention and of rhetorical communication In the classic 
sense. At Its fu I lest,, rhetorical analysis Is simply Investigation 
to discover the relative ^l_ues of. alternatives; ahd^at Its best, 
■•j-hetorlcal communication Is the presentation of the human worth 
discernible :in .any answer Ib any pr-.ctlcal question. ' ■ 

■ I- , ' . ■ . 

Were the judgments of our conferences accepted> sweeping changed 
•would be necessary throughout the educational establishment of 
the natl^ini In the humanities and In the several fields of social • 

• Inquiry especially, 'scientific' models would be relegated In 
application .to those matters, of deta 1 1 In which 'fact-nonfact' 
judgments are possible, and a 'rhetorical model' specifying that 
human valuation Is all that men can attain would control the analysis 

• and. presentation of most major data 'and Issues In these branches 
of learning. To adopt such emphases In research, . teaching, and 
public affairs would be revolutionary and would requl re .ways .of 
thinking, communicating," and evaluating scarcely noticed In 

..Anglo-American thought since the so-called 'Age of En 1 1 ghtenment . ' 4 

I believe that all other material In the volume The Prospect of Rhetoric 
can be viewed from this proclamation. To put It succinctly: In January 
of 1970. at the Wlngspread Center of The Johnson Foundation In Racine, Wis- 
consin and at Pheasant Run In St. Charles, .Illinois In May of 1970, the 
rhetorical approachto the study of speech communication was resanctlf led. 

^^Llbyd Bltzer and Edwin Black, eds.; The P rospect of Rhetoric 
(Englewobd Cliffs, New Jersey : .. Prehtlce-Hal 1 , 1971), pp. 243-244 . 
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Given -hvo dominant stances,- the sclentFf fc and the humanistic 
. (the arts have yet to have ;hhelr say), that had been sanctified. I think 

•that perhaps one of the most; s I gni f leant symbols', and from my value 
judgment most Important actions a.lthouqh it caused controversy at the 
time and some may stl 1 1 not accept it, was the joihlng together In 1970 
of the Rhetoric and Public Address Interest Group and the Behavioral Science 
Interest Group of the Speech Communication., Association to form one group, 
that dealing with Rhetorical and Communication Theory. For that merger, 
it seems to hie, clearly exemplifies the position taken by Carrol I Arnold ■ 
In his recent article -Rhetorical and Communication Studies: Two Worlds 
or One? ' 

To me, at-least, the concept that historical-critical scholars 
and experlmenta|-quantlfi;cational scholars do baslca I lv " 
different work Is an absurdity. That each Is professionally 
equipped to answer special kinds of questions- is clear, "but 
they work from the same^f Irst premises about communicative ■ 
processes. Or, if they do not work from the same first 
premises about communicative processes, someone Is mistaken about 
the nature of communication— and that had" better be proved ' 
so we can save those mistaken ones from their mythology. 5 

So, I think we are at the stage where both science and humanism 
have been properly sanctified,. at least for the moment. Those whose 
methodologies best serve science and th., study of statements of fact 
and those whose methodologies best serve the humanities and statements 
of value-l presume that each serves. equa I |y the social sclenoss- . 
i have symbolically come together. Let us not qo over old qround In 

f our action caucus. Let us not even bother, as the proqram for the 

! mornlnq session states, to 'examine the recommendations of the USOE/SAA 

Carroll C. Arnold, "Rhetorlcai and Communication Studies: 
Two Worlds or One?," Western Speech , XXXVI (Spring, 1972), 78. 



ERIC 



New Orleans Conference to determine their vlabll Ity- for today. ' Lst us 
not be guided \.j 'new recommendations to oul-je- the field for the next 4-5 
years=' as our advance schedule of events Indicates. Lef us be pulded by 
the next ten or the next 20 or the next 30 years for now we have ■ ■ • 
acknowledged the potential blend of sclentif Ic^arid rhetorical approaches 
that shouid better enable us to attack those problems common to all of 
Us.- In method; or If you prefer a milder symb<5l>, In metaphon, let us-: 
take the stance of ■ "futurl sm- In otir discussions. ; Let me explain. •• ■ . 

Futurism', whl.le It may be somewhat differently defined by those ■ ■ 
who claim to be futurists, has In common an attempt todevelop predictions, 
which are data based, and prophesies, which are not data based, about the 
future. "The fufure" Is usually not the next four to five years and may 
be tagged by some established symbols like- 1^84, the year 2000, or 2001. 
Many futurists take the position; that for the first time humans with their 
capacity of mlndphd their technological knowledge and potential are at 
the threshbld'o^; having Increased control over -their own futures. As Daniel 
Bell stated when he opened the first working session of the Commission on the 
Year 2006': "The simple Impulse behind the Idea of this Commission was the 
question: Is' It not now a fundamisntal responsibility for, a society as. 
Interdependent as this one to try to engage -In some form of systematic 
anticipation,' some form of thinking about the future? It may wel.l be that 
we are 'inadequate In our'abl Hty to make any specific predictions, but even 
so the very modest goal of 'simp ly 'accustoming ourselves to thinking about 
the future would be ah I mportant ach I evement . '-^ 

Sanlel Bell in "Toward the Year 2000: work In progress. ' Daedalus. 
96 (Summer, 1967), 657. ^^^^ 



Furthermore, the most sophisticated futurists, from my point of 
view, do not begl.n wjth a predetermined viewpoint about the future and then 
seek to support Itr they seek to develop alternate futures. In his preface 
to the report of the Commission on the Year 2000, Stephen! R. Graubard 
stated: 'Our object has not been so much to predict or prophesy as to 
suggest 'alternative futures,' among ' wh I ch choice Is possible.'"' 

Now stme of you may view with skepticism what you believe to be 
the "passing fad'= of futurism. Some of you may view what you believe to be 
Idle speculation'wlthoiit adequate methodology to predict the future 
(but you should not make that Judgment without careful ly examining the 
Delphi technique, bqmputer simulation, technologically based extrapolations. 
General Systems theory and the like) and some of you may say that It Is 
nothing pew to look at the future. I happen to think It Is new to look 
at the furure through, the. eyes of 'futurism^ If only in the sense that 
futurism has provided us with a heuristic metaphor that sets our minds 
ajar to speculate, prophesy, probe, coddle, manipulate, and perhaps mold 
some of our futures. And I think that" Is the direction our discussion 
at the meeting, or at least the discussion of some of us at the meeting, 
should go, whether It relate to undergraduate education, graduate education, 
research, or some other topics we may cane up with. I would like to spend, 
the day with anyone else Interested to see If we can't build the foundation 
of a program for the study of the future of speech communication and the 
study of the priorities for the problems those in that domain, whether 
scientists, rhetoricians, rhetorical scientists, or scientific rhetoricians, 
can and should develop. The questions of fact and the questions of value abound. 

^Stephen R. Graubard In 'Toward the Year 2000: work In progress. 
Daedalus . 96 (Summer, 1967), vl. k h . 
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So where does this point of view lead' us? I su(>pose many of 
you wouia .agree/: oh"- fhe surface ^t least, that .-what the world do^ r^t . 
need,, particularly the" World of speech canmunlcatlort, Is another 
conference. :t,o fol low up the two I have Just discussed."- But;' I think to 
focus on .the,.d6veio0ment--6f such a project might provide" at least 
some of us wl.th.a-.iineanlngfuj way to approach ..the future -of our field. 
I suggest we develop a project in which those wh6 see themselves primarily 
a> "rhetorlc.lans" arid those who see themselves prlfnar? !y as ■■scientists.-' 
and hopefu I l.y spme who- their roles as vaf7 1 ng. between - ' - " 
the two, would- come toge-fher to develop strategies arid prl'orltles for 
common problems and- the study of cofSnon p'roblenfis.. For together, those 
perhaps more adept at '^formu fating and testing hypotheses and developing 
the projected altemati've futures and their components would meet with those 
more adept at examining -the value bases of those alternate futures and the 
comparative values of -i-hose futures; They would chart -'the problems to be 
studied and they would begin to determine the me+hodo.l ogles that they need 
and that thel^ "students" wl 1 1 ne6d to go at those projects. Then'^ they wl 1 1 
carefully draw. up a number of specific projects— some to be done by 
Individuals, some . In. groups", and sorne In Intierdlsctpl Inary fashion, etc.— 
to begin to. get at the- problems we need to study for our survival and the 
survival' of mankind. Perhaps we shOuld plan .for a conference to again 
convene at Pheasarit-Run 'and, If j may borrow the metaphor ' f rom the ''Rhetorical 
Criticism-' committee. from +he previous Pheasant Run conference, view 
our field In the critical prism that- f I Iters, defines, and analyzes as we 
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view our field and chart Its future*^ Me might then call It the Pheasant 
Under Glass Conference* 

We need a Prometheus Project^ or a Prof I le of the F uture 
or a Umjts to Growth^ ^ study for the field of speech communication* 
What better way to begin than to take that field In which most of us live 
and breath and formulate a plan for studying Its future? 

Let us not rehash New Orleans* Let us not project to the next four 
or five years In our classrooms and our research laboratories. Let us 
open our minds to ^speech communication In the decades ahead. At the least 
some of us wl il have lost a day If we accomplish nothing* at the most we 
may have opened our minds to new Ideas that may lead to the development of 
alternate futures and an analysis of those alternate futures J 2 

In the preface to* The Future of Man . lerre Tellhard De Chardin says: 

"The whole future of the Earth, as of religion, seems to me to depend on the 

awakening of our faith In the future' and In the preface to The Future of 

the Future John McHale says:. 

The future of the past Is In the future 
The future of the present Is In the past 
The future of the future Is In the present'^ 



The future of speech communication Is In the present and we had best be 
about our business of discovering and determining It. 



^he Prospect of Rhetoric, p. 224. 

^Gerald FelnbWrg/ the 'Prometheus Project: Mankl nd^s Search for Long- 
Ranqe Goals (New York: Doubleday and d)mpany, 1969). 

lOArthur C. Clarke, Prof I les of the Future : A daring Icpk at tomorrow's 
world (New York: Harper and Row, f963). 

'''Donella H. f^adows, Dennis L. Meadows, Jorgen Randers, and William W. 
Behrens III, The Limits to Growth : A Report for The Club of R ome's Project 
Pil The Predjcament of Mankind (New York: Universe Books, 1972). 

'^For some suggestions about speech communication related problems 
of the future see: James E. Roever, ''Speech-Communication Research: Relevancei 
and Relevance2/' Central St ates Speech Journal, XXI 1 1 (Summer, 1972), 109-177; 
James E. Roever, "Presidential Address: Prospect," Today ^s Speech , 20 
(SuiTvner, 1972), 35-38. 
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WORLD OOW^UNICATION: INTERCULTURAL AND FUTURIST 



1.0 Introduction 

Half a decade ago^ the USOE/SAA Conference group met for a week In New 
Orleans. The Conferees developed a set of Recommendations. Today, those 
Recommendations have the quaint pre- technological ring of the pood ^olden 
times.-' - 1 



Since the -1968 USOE/SAA/NO "Preservation Hall" Conference, a number 
of events of worldwide significance have accelerated the Communication 
revolution underway- oven then. For human communlcat! -jn, the Apollo 11 
moon adventure demonstrated the existence of a new level of both tele- 
communication and transportation capabilities. Worldwide TV coverage of 
Apollo 11 hinted at the potential of a global satellite telecommunica- 
tion network. The spaceship voyage to the moon suggested greater journeys 
yet to come and coincided with the emergence of global jumbo jot trans- 
portation networks. The communication, satel lite and the Jumbo Jot sym- 
bolized the accelerating post* Preservation Hall Cooniun I cation revolution. 

A number of observations about the Recommendations bear noting. In 
the closing minutes of the 1958 conference, an international an^ Inter- 
cultural dimension. was added onto a few of the recommendations. The 
"year 2000'' does not appear In any of the recommendations. Human communf- 
cation Is viewed as one-way rather than two--way. The recommended Instruc- 
tion prepares students to be like their professors. The systems approach 
Is not mentioned. The recommendations appear rooted In the rural cultures 
of Mid-West America. 
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It ts consistent, I suppose, that at about the same t{me,".the"Associ - 
atfon passed up. an opportunity to hold its 1970 annual •convention in Hong 
Kong I 

The term: -Wbrrd Gon w unication comes into use to describe an outlook 
required by the revolution in which we now find ourselves. Colin Cherry 
used the term as the title of a 1971; book: Harold Lasswel I used the term 
as part of "the tit le of a 1972 East-West Center l^cture.-'^ The canmun'i ca- 
tion satel lite and the big jet make, a greater percentage of hiimah commu-" 
nication Intercultura I , and require anticipation of future developments. 
2.0 I ntercu I tura I ■ , 

A number of fundamental shifts ir>-.,human cotnmunicatibri appear' to be 
underway. Permit me to. cite two examples. ■ ■ ■ • 

The full title of the East West .Center (EWC) Is the Center for' 
Technical and Cultural I pterchanqe between East -and West. The tenri 
interchange describes communication sharl ng ^nd exfchange , and cooper- 
atlon. The work undertaken at EWC, then, requi res^ cooperative communi- 
cation among persons of dissimilar cultural backgrounds. But ft i^ no 
longer one-way. communication adequately characterized as a source trans-' 
mftting a prepared message to one or more receivers, but rather as com- 
muni caters building messages for.sonje mutual purpose. The jet figures 
prominently in the I ntercu I tura I. Interchange that occurs" at the EWC meeting 
ground. Communicators fly In, communicate for a tltnfe, and fly on' home. 

The PEACESAT Project (Pan Pacific Educational and Communication Ex- 
periments by Satellite) provides a similar example- of two-way Intercultural 
interchange. The PEACESAT network now. connects -a dozen or more institu- 
tions of higher learning across .the Pacific. ...The network does hot have one 
central transmitter, and a number of de-centra 1 1 zed receivers, but rather 
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J+ has transcel vers- -the newer cxMfnmuni cation technology that enables every 
convnunlcator to be both source-and-recelver. In other words', a -"wo-way 
communicator. In the PEACESAT network, communicators stay st home and 
telecommunicate back and forth across the long nautical ml I es of the Pacific 

The BiC and PEACESAT operations document the posslbf I Ities of the 
newer Jet based transportation communication network and the satellite 
based telecommunication network. In both cases, two-way communication, 
rather than one-way communication Is the basic model. Equal ly, both EWC 
and PEACESAT are .routinely engaged In Intercultural communication. 

The shift from one-way to two-way communication promises to Have ■ 
far reaching consequences* Two-way communication appears to reduce comp^ 
tltlve communication and increase cooperative communication. But cooper-, 
atlbn appears to be something other than the opposite of competition, for 
cooperation -makes- possible both synergy and serendipity. 
3.0 Futurist * . . 

Man the communicator can have a very long future. The life expec-' 
tancy of 'spaceship earth" is about 9 billion yWars: Its. present age Is . 
about 4.5 bl Ulon years. Man has- been able to communicate through speech 
for a bri€5f half ml 1 1 ion years. Handwriting Is about five, thousand years 
old; printing about 500; radio and TV. less than 50; and, many revolutionary 
possibilities are le^s than 5 years^ old —fiost Preservation Hall. By the 
year 2000, cable will make a wide variety. of two-way communication services 
avail abler-some of them unprecedented. Change In human communication is 
accelerating. 

the study of the future of human communication is an Integral part 
of the world communication concept. Most future developments— both prob- 
lems and posslbl lltles—promlse to be worldwide. Permit me to suggest.a 
few possibilities from the current literature. 



,v.=A. major problem than can be anticipated Is' communlcatfop overtogd ^ 

. Alvln Tpeff ler Is one of the first to draw attention to the stress of too 

much^.cofmunlcatlpn. It Is clear that the Individual, must have the right 

' * ■ * ■ . - 

not, to cofTiruinjcate If he Is to protect himself f»-om th& new communication 

*' ' * *"i I «■ ■ , ^. 

ove.n load .disease.. ' • • 

: -.^j JJ^re are several major posslbl titles. Improved teTecommunl cation 
fad ljitles..riiake It possible to trade telecommunication for ^ transportation 
-^to-trade time at EV/C for time on PEACESAT. Or more' generally, to re- 
.duce freeway, traffic by making It possible for more off ice Workers, to 
employ teljBjx^mmunlcatlon devices installed In their homes to carry out 
the:Wor;i(.p.f^the day. The new slogan becomes ''Don't- Commute, telecommuni- 
cate to work.*' . 

Another possibility lies in the area of communication/Skills. It is 
obvious today that many of the claims maite for "public speaking" ski II are 
extravagant. It Is equally clear that the Association members and their 
col.leagues In other countries are not actively Engaged -In dntlcfpating what 
specifJlc communication skills will be required at what particular future 
.tJ roe for what class of communication purposes. Anticipatory instructional 
strategies can be developed — the flawless Apollo 11 and, more pointedly, 
the;'Ve-desIgned. In flight*' unlucky Apollo 13 provide -dramatic examples. 
We are dQln^ very irttle to prepare humans' for commiinlcatipn with super- 
lintel I Igent man-made machines and for ^'cdmmuH I cation with CTI. .(Extra-Terres- 
trial Intelligences) even though we are sending messages I;nto deep space, 
. it\. partlcMlar, on Pioneer 10. 

.4.0. Right o.f Man to Communicate 

' ' ^ '. ■ ' 

Our. world is Interconnected by tranisporatton and telecommunication 
networks. Yet, the Individual human cofrwiunlcators who are members of the 



diverse cowimunftles of the world do not have equal access to those networks. 
The Universal Declaration of Human Rights provides a starting point for 
osnsldering the problem. 

In that Declaration, Article 19 specifies that every communicator has 
"the right to seek, receive, and Impart Information... ■ Article 20 states 
that every communicator has -Hie right to associate with anyone he chooses, 
but that he cannot be coerced Into associating. Taken together, and exten> 
ded, these two articles have.prbfound Implications for man the communicator. 
It occurs to soma of us that no man can enjoy his fuM right to conwnunlcate 
ff any other man Is denied his right to communicate. 

At the SCA Long-Range Coals Conference held at Alrlte House In September 
of this year, the fona^Ing^-statement was adopted as a Long-Range Goal for 

-° "'^'^^"^^ ^'^''^ ^ !nfrntr At the October meeting, 

the SCA Administrative Committee approved the formation of a Communication 
Rights Commission. That Commission Is charged with development and disse- 
mination of a Declaration of Communication Rights for Mankind. That 
Declaration will atfempt to specify the fundamental human needs for commu- 
nication at the Individual, con»nunity and world levels and tn the areas 
of communication control, technology, and skills. 
5.0 Association Focus and Name 

The Alrtle House Conference specified a number of goals ttet will sub- 
stantially re-dlrect the work of the Association. It becomes again a ques- 
tion: does "orlclty," or 'spoken-' serve to define, or delimit, or focus 
the work of the Association. The question appears to merit a negative an- 
swer. What then should the 'xentral focus' be In the next 10 or 100 or 
1,000 years? Perhaps, the central focus should be the "human communicator 
In both natural, and artificial envlronipents.' Thus, as In its young years. 



another quick name change is needed to signal a mid-course correction, a 
substantial change of direction ofr the Association. As a start, I suggest: 
Human Communication Association . 
6.0 In One Day 

At the Preservation Hall conference, most of the first day was consumed 
by Conferees delivering we 1 1 -rehearsed, unsolicited, and unappreciated 
speeches. Perhaps, the Chicago "Revisionists" wi 1 1 be wiser than the New 
Orleans Preservation Hall "Frontiersmen =' In their use of the available time. 

I suggest that one of our first recommendations deal with a mechanism 
for an annual updating of the recommendations based on data from a monitor- 
ing system that scans the world in the manner of the 'world weather watch • 
and the UN "'Global Environmental Monitoring System." As a minimum such a 
monitoring network would provide Information on needed new communication 
skills, the potentials of new communication technology, and the probable 
consequences of new controls and freedoms for human communication. 
Aloha. 
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RESEARCH IN SPEECH COMMUNICATION: A . 
STUDY -OF PROCESS OR PROCESSES? 

Dennis S. Gouran 
Indiana University 

■ ' t ritiroductlon 

Recommendation 29 of. the New Orleans Conference on Research and 
Instructional Development -emphasized the need for more research on 
'the Interacti ve, on-gorng» process nature df speech-communication*- 
(Barker and KIbler,- p. 35). Although" many Individuals have since tried 
to engage In this kind of research, little new light has been shed on 
thfe process nature of speech communication. In my Judgment, the under- 
lying cause of our failure to make significant advancees In process- 
oriented research Is that there have been so few. efforts to describe the 
classes of relevant variables and the possible Interrelationships among 
them; In addition, when such efforts have been made, the fqctis has been 
on communication as a general process rather than on Its specific sub- 
processes. If we begin to view speech communication as .a series of rro-- 
cesses rather than as a unitary process, then I believe that we can 
begin to make substantially more rapid gains In our understanding of the 
entire enterprise. ,^ 

The purpose of this paper Is to present a rough sketch of the 
potentially relevant variables In one process of communication. In 
so doing, I am hopeful that others will make similar attempts In areas, 
of particular Interest to them and which have to do with speech com- 
munication In general. I have chosen small group decision-making as 
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the vehicle for illustrating the type of descriptive work on specific 
problem areas which I believe Is so essential for the eventual Illumina- 
tion of the nature of speech communication as a whole. The basis for 
my choice Is simple. Decision-making Is the subject with which I am 
most familiar and on which I have done most of my professional writing* 

The Concept qf^ Process 
In using the term process, 1 shall mean a system of entitles havinq 
specifiable properties related to one another In such a manner that a 
change In any one of the properties of any of the entitles In the system 
Is functionally related to changes In any other or a-l I of Its remaining 
properties or those of the other entities. Any scientist whose objective 
Is to describe a process Is probably not concerned with all of the vari- 
ables which he might be able to Identity. More likely than not, he is 
only Interested In studying* varlab les which he, for some reason, suspects 
make a difference in the way the process functions. The preceding de- 
finition presupposes" this principle. 

Declslon*Makln q as a Process 
• The variables which have received the most attention In studies 
of small group decision-making fall Into three general .categories, In- 
cluding group outcomes, communication behaviors, and contextual phenomena. 
Although there are many ways of looking, at the Interrelationships amonq 
these classes of varlab lesy most students of group dec Is ton-maklnq are 
concerned with the separate and Interactive effects of communication be- 
havlor and context on particular group outcomes; As a- result, the rest 
of the material presented In the paper Is orcjantzed along these lines. 
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Group Ootcomes 

Three outcomes of decision -ma king discussions In which researchers 
appear to have had substantial and continuing. Interest Include (1) con- 
sensus, (2) the effectiveness or quality of decisions, and (3) members' 
satisfaction with their decisions. The relative Importance of each of 
these outcomes Is debatable, buf that each has attracted considerable 
attention Is not. Since I have discussed elsewhere the rationale for . 
focusing on these particular group outcomes (se4 Gourany 1973), I- shall 
devote the remainder of the present paper to the other two classes of . 
variables and their potential relationships to concensus,. effectiveness,- 
and satisfaction* " 

Communication Behaviors 

The behavioral content of any decision-making discussion can 
probably be- analyzed In terms of Its task-oriented, emotional, structural, 
social, metadlscusslonal, and non-verbal components. The relationship 
of each of those factors ta the previously mentioned outcomes Is not 
fully understood, yet some Insights can be gleaned from past research. 
Following Is some of the evidence which different Investigators have 
marshalled in examining the role of the six variable categories listed 
above. ' 

Task-Orlented Behavior: 

Deutsch (1949) cqnducted a major Investigation of the relative 
effectiveness of cooperative and competitive groups In performing pro- 
blem-solvlng activities. In general, the cooperative groups were superior. 
Contributing to this overall fl.ndlng were several specific differences 
In the types of task-oriented behavior manifested by the groups compared. 



The cooperative groups' communication behavior revealed significantly 
more of the following characteristics: (t) coordination of effort. 
(2) diversiV iii the frequeiifcy of individual contributions. (3) good 
ideas, (4) evaluation of communication, and (5) favorable evaluation 
of group products. These behaviors were also associated with such 
group outcomes as productivity per unit of time, the quality of group 
products, and the members' level of satisfaction. 

In a more -recent study. Gourah (1969) found the communication 
behavior of groups which reach consensus to differ fromthose which 
do not in-severarways. In respect to task-orientdd behavior, con- 
sensus group members made statements which were more informative . 
less opinionated, and more objective than those of their conunterparts. 
These differences did not obtain In all comparisons; however, when the 
behavior of thetwo types of groups was distinguishable, the differences 
favored the consensus groups. 

Emotional" Behavior: 

Guetzkow and Gyr (1954) discovered several emotional factors 
related to consensus in a descriptive study of organizational groups 
participatirig'ln decision-making conferences. One of the major findings 
was that when individuals express personal, self-oriented needs, decision- 
making effectiveness Is adversely affected, especially if these needs 
remain unsatisfied. In addition. If discussants maintain a generally 
pleasant and friendly atmosphere, movement toward consensus is facilit- 
ated. Deutsch's (1949) data also support this conclusion,. 

Deutsch and Krausss' (1962) classic study of Interpersonal bargaining 
have also yielded some Information concerning the role of emotional 
behavior in decision-making. Threat potential apparently Increases one's 
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level of emotional Involvement In a manner which Interfers with the 
successful resolution of problems. Given a task calling for a cooperative 
effort, the more emotionally Involved the participants became, the less 
efficient they were. 



: Structural Variables:^ 

1 '^^^ which a discussion unfolds has some definite im- 

\ plications for a group's' success. Bales and Strodtbeck (1951), for 

t example, identified three clearly discernible stages of analysis In 

i successful problem-splving groups, including evalutaion, orientation 

and control. In the first stage, group members tend to coordinate the 
Infortnatlon relevant to their decision. In the second stage, evaluative 
behavior predomlnafes as the discussants try- to reconcile their differ- 
ences oyer judgments of fact and the appropriateness of proposed courses 
of action. In the third and final stage, attention Is focused on. giving 
and asking for direction In arriving at a group position. 

Using a different category system from Bales and Strodtbeck ' s . 
Fisher (1970) discovered a four-phase pattern of Interatlon In decision- 
making groups Classifying Interaction units as favorable, unfavorable, 
or ambiguous loward decision proposals. Fisher (p. 56) reported. the fol- 
lowing results: 

In the early stages of the discussion, both favorable and am- 
biguous attitudes were expressed with greater frequency than 
unfavorable attltudss. Then as the. proportion ofambtguous 
units declined, unfavorable units Increased to surpass the 
proportional frequency of ambiguous ones. Ina third phase, 
unfavorable units declined whf.le.-the.proportlon of ambiguous 
units rose above the frequency p.f -.unfavorable ones. In the 
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final phase, favorable units rose sharply, and both amgiguous 
and unfavorable units declined sharply* 

Interpersonal disagreement is a state for which many groups have 
relatively low tolerance. The manner in which the conflict resulting 
from such disagreement Is resolved, however, is variable. Gouran and 
Baird (1972) recently found that In informal discussions, participants 
tend to resolve this kind of conflict by changing the subject, whereas 
problem-solving groups are more likely to supply additional Information 
on the disputed point. This type of patterning is consistent with the 
behavior which Bales and Strodtbeck reported taking place in the evalua- 
tive stages of the discussions they studied. 

As a final Illustration, Guetzkow and Gyr (1954) Identified a fun- 
ctional relationship between the structure of Interaction In decision- 
making discussions and goal achievement. In groups in which attention 
Is focused on one issue at a time, there Js a higher probability of 
consensus than in groups which fail to develop an orderly attack on the 
problems which cpnfront them. 

Social Factors: 

If any or all' of the members of a group assume a competitive orienta- 
tion, the outcomes of their discussions can be adversely affected. 
Deutsch (1949) found that in the absence of competitiveness, groups 
carried on more specialized activities, were more productive, and developed 
higher morale. Shaw (1958), Willis and Joseph (1959), and Blau (1954) all 
reported findings confirming those of Deutsch. 

Pressure for unl formi ty' and the conformity which results from such 
pressure can also affect the functioning of t group. The consequences 
of social pressure and conformity are not necessarily negative, however. 



Berkowltz and Daniels (1963), for example, found a positive relationship 
between conformity -and productivity under circumstances Involving a 
norm of social responsibility. Conformity, or course, can have undeslr-- 
able consequences for <jroup decision-making when It Involves the un-- 
crlMcal acceptance of norms which thernselves are undesirable or otherwise 
questionable. 

A third type of social element which may have Implications for a 
group's decision-making activities Is the Internal power relationships 
among the members. Differences In power per se are. not the critical 
factor, however. How one communicates about the uses of his power and 
how. the members perceived It's being used determine the relationship of 
the variable to a group's outcomes. ' In a study of problem-sol vJng by 
KofTiorlta et aj^. (1968), low power group members were led to believe that 
a high power member would treat them benevolently, malevolently, or 
passively. The results revealed that the groups In the benevolent con- 
dition functioned more effectively. 

Metadlscusslonal Components: 

In three separate studies, Gouran (1969), Knutson (1970), and Kline 
(1972) .found a positive relationship between a form of metadlscusslon 
which they called orientation and consensus l;i decision-making dlrcusslons. 
The higher the level of orientation, In general, the greater a group's 
movement toward consensus. Knutson,' moreover, discovered that the amount 
of orientation behavior one exhibits In a discussion Is positively re- 
lated to the other members' perceptions of his competence, trustwor- 
thiness, dynamism, and objectivity. 

Non-Verbal Behavior: 

In spite of all of the current popular and professional Interest 



In non-verbal communication, surprlslnqly little Information "about Its 
role In qroup settings has been accumulated. Amonq the few studies 
which have been done. Rolla and Rolla (1964) found that non-verbal siqnsls 
help to preserve the overall sequence of intraqroup communication. In 
addition, O'Connor (1971) found that sheer physical activity Is related 'o 
group members' perceptions of cne another's relative Influence in de- 
cision-making discussions. In general, the greater the amount of activity 
the qreat€ir the degree of bercelved inf !uence» 

Cqrrte)dual^ yjjrjablps 

Any number of different contextual variables may affect the manner 
In which the members of a group communicate with one another and thereby 
Indirectly the group's outcomes. Seven such contextual elerrients are 
worthy of attention, I nc lulling (1) the nature of task requirements. (2) 
type of conflict, (3) role structure, (4) sex distribution, (5) ooenness 
of communication channels. (6) homoqenelt'y of group members, and (7) group 
climate. 

Nature of Task Requirements- 

As the complexity of a task Increases, the quality of a group's 
performance decreases (Shaw and Blum, 1965). This rather obvious relation- 
ship results from the fact that In dealing with more difficult tasks, a 
group has less time to work together on the various aspects of Its problem. 
Probably not so obvious to most people, .however. It Is that under conditions 
of high task difficulty, performance Is facilltaied when disagreehient and 
the uninhibited expression of satisfaction or dissatisfaction are per- 
mitted (Shaw. 1971). 
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Type of Conf I let: 

Gue+zkow and Gyr (1954) have identified two types of conflict which 
commonly arise in decision- makinq di^scussions . One of these is called 
■•••Substantive Conflict'- or 'conflict associated with intellectual opposition 
anrann participants, derivinq from the content of the aoenda (p. 380). 
The other type. Affective Conf I let refers to tension qenerated by 
emotional clashes aroused in interpersonal strunoles Involved In solvinq 
the group's aqenda problems" (p. 380). firouDS experlencinq either type 
Jf conflict tend not to reach consensus- hov.-ever when they do. the kinds 
of communication behavior are different for each type of condition. The 
availability and use of facts facilitates the resolution of substantive 
conflict, whereas concentration on simpler aqenda items Is more likely 
to produce consensus In qroups with affective conflict. 
Role Structure; 

Read (1962). doing research In an organization setting, found an 
inverse relationship between the accuracy of a subordinate's communication 
with his superiors and his mobility aspirations. This tendency «ns some 
what less pronounced, however under circumstances in which subordinates ' 
have trust in their superiors. Usinq Read-'s findings as a starting point 
Huegli (1971) attempted to identify the behavioral factors which distrlngulsh 
trustworthy from untrustworthy group leaders. In general, trustworthy 
leaders exhibited behavior judged to be higher in orientation, stimulation 
objectivity, and agreement. 

Research on facets of role structure has yielded some other Important 
findings. Slater (1955) found extreme specialization to have a negative 
relationship to consensus but that mocerate specialization was positively 
related to consensus In decision making groups. In addition. Torrance (1954) 
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determined that the status of one's position is partially responsible for 
the extent of his influence on a group's decision. The higher one's- 
status, the more likely are the other members of the c-rouo to endorse 
what he perceives to be the best alternative amonn the positions from which 
they can choose. 

Sex Distribution: 

The sex of the members composihq a' decision makinn nroup plays a role 
in determininq the characteristics of the behavior exhibited. Taylor 
(1969), for example, detected three specific differences in. the Interaction 
patterns of males and female oartici pants. Males were more hostile, dominat- 
ing, and unreasonable. Consistent with^Taylor s results are some earlier 
observations by Terman and. Miles (1936) that American males are more 
likely to be rouph in manner, languaqe. and sentiments than women. To 
the extent that such characteris.'-ics have hepative consequences for 
effective decision-makinq, the sex distribution of a group can be a matter ' 
of some concern. 

Openness of Communication Channels: 

The deqree to which channels of communication within a group are 
open or restricted affect's both efficiency and member satisfaction. A 
whole series of studies have been conducted within the last 25 years to 
determine more precisely the nature of the relationship between the channels 
of corrmuni cation and nroup performance, ftost of these investigations have 
been carried out in highly artificial settings involving the transmission 
of information among the members of a group by. means of written notes. 
Nevertheless, the research has produced some interesting findings. When 
channels of communication are completely unrestricted, higher levels of 
morale and satisfaction devfop (see Leavitt, 1951- Shaw. 1954- and Lawson 1965. 



The relationship to problem-solving efficiency is not so straightforward, 
however. According to Shaw (1971, p. 152) A decentralized communication 
network is most efficient when the group must solve complex problems, 
whereas a centralized network is most efficient when the qroup must solve 
simple problems. 
Homogeneity of Group Members: 

Although there has not been a great deal of research on the relation- 
ship of the similarity in personal attributes of group members and their 
performance, it appears as if heterogeneous groups may be more effective 
than homodenedus groups (see Hoffman. 1959 and Hoffman and Maier 1961). 
The bcsis for this difference may be the qreater probability that the 
resources necessary for efficient performance are present in heterogeneous 
groups. 

Group Climate; 

I have previously referred to research by Deutsih (1949) and Guetzkow 
and Gyr (1954) showing that the establishment of a cooperative climate 
facilitates decision-making. Another important dimension of group climate 
is cohesiveness. The level of cohesiveness which develops in a group may 
have either positive or negative consequences for the members' productivity. 
Studies by Schacter et aj.. (1951) and Berkowitz (1954) revealed both of 
these effects. 

Cqn_cljjsi_on 

None of the previously mentioned relationships among the three cNsses 
of variables involved in decision -making enjoys the status of a scientific 
law. These relationships, however, do provide a core of empirical data 
with which it Is possible to make tentative descriptions of the process. 



Befcyre we can be confident that we fully understand the process a sub- 
stantial amount of further" research needs to be undertaken. - In trying to 
Identify the classes of potentially relevant variables on the basis of 
previous research efforts, I am hopeful that others wMI focus ort the 
interrelationships among them In designing future research projects. 
I am also hopeful that Individuals with Interests In other areas of speech 
communication wl 1 1 undertake efforts siml lar to this one .and' outline 
the classes of variables- worthy of further study. So long-as we continue 
to talk about the process of communication rather than processes of com- 
munication, I believe that the field will gain very little momentum and that 
a groat deal of time and energy wl 1 1 be wasted. 
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A RECEIVER FOCUS IN SPEECH O0^Wl*IICATI0N RESEARCH: TRENDS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
CHARLES U. URSON, NORTHERN I LU I NO IS UNIVERSITY 

There are several -Hiemes^-which emerge from the report of the New 
Orleans Conference of ■ 1968. One is that we need to focus more of our research 
on communication activities (I.e.. those which have communication behavior as 
a central focus i-nsteail of attitude formation or consistency tendencies). 
Another is to focus-thls resarch on the activities of the receiver In 
■ communication and further to Identify and opertitlorially define variables 
to Investigate this receiver behivlor. And' In several places; Speech Comnunl- 
catlon researchers are encouraged to break away from the 'cookie cutter' 
experimental approach and to Instead experiment with other methods of 
describing, analyzing and predicting communication behavior. Finally there 
Is repeated commentary expressing general dissatisfaction with the heavy 
reil lance which we have put on various forms of attitude scales for 
measuring what we want to Investigate. This paper Is an attempt to review 
the research trends concerning these recommendations since 1968, to ' 
look for strength or weakness In those trends and to make recommendations 
based on the trends. 

In his 'Human Information Processing: Some Research Guldlines '' 
Gerry Ml ller observes that we ought to fol low the advice of Becker on our 
reliance. on attitude measurement and not fall victim to the 'law of the 
Instrument' and assume that once having found a hammer to then believe that 
everything In the world needs pounding. The hammer of attitude scale measure- 
ment Is a case In point In Miller's eyes, and he admonishes researchers to 

> * ' ^ * > 

remember that "In terms of antecedent conditions relevant to human Information 
processing, prior atHtudes are only one of several mediating processes 
that Influence the ways In which Information Inputs are proccsbad."' 
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Miller also suggests that we have, often fallen Into the trap of - the 'experi- 
mental hangup." Donald Darnell underscores Ml I ler's dissatisfaction with 
attitude change^ as. the predominant, dependent variable 1 1): Speech Communication 
research, but he attributes ,the cause, of this problem to. a determlnlistlc • 
jsttltude.on tl)e part of researchers and. thus . as a theoretical problem I nslead 
of Just a fascination with, the experimental.' fonnat.2 Darnell suggests that 
perhaps we should seek to Integrate and explain human behavior Instead of 
trying to, Identify,, quantify and, labf.l It for; the -purpose of perfect prediction 
In ,future Instance's. Thus both Ml l ler and "Oarnel I .reiterate the general- 
dlssatl.sf,?(cttons and recommendations Qf the USOE. conference, cited above. 

Yet as one.Jooks at our journals since that conference, he Is likely 1o 
fl^d^tl ties like the ones 1 1 sted below drawn from only three Issues of 
regional and .national journals. : . 

"Ego Invplvomont and Attitude Change: Reward a Reconceptuallzatton of 
Pwfsuaslve Effect," Soreno and Bodaken, Speech Monographs , August, 1972 

"The Effects of Message SI dedness and Evidence on Inoculation Against 
Countorpersuaslon In- Small Group Communlcatloni" by McCrosky, 
Young and Scott, Speech Monographs . August, 1972. 



s Audience Commitment and Source Knowledge of Audience as Determinants 

f of Attitude Change Following Counterattl J-udlnal Advocacy,'' by Miller 

■ and Wldgery, Speech Monographs . August, 1972. 

i •. . , • . ■ 

"Evidential Attitudes and Attitude Change," by Wall, Western Speech 
i Spring, 1972. "~ ^ 



"Cognitive Speech as a Prjadlctor of Post Speech" Attitude and Attitude 
Change," by 0. Infante, Speech Monographs . March, 1972. 

And the list could go on and on. It Is clear that we still are relying 

heavily on attitude scaling and that we haven't tumbled to the fact that 

I much of our experimental research tells us about pencil and paper attitude 

shift but little about communication behaylor. Perhaps you might argue that 

"we are doing other things besides measuring attitudes,' or that "some of the ^ 

r^J^^ research you cite are valuable and do add to our knowledge of the communication 

tKjL 
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process. ' I agree. We are doing Important experimental research using 
pencil and paper measurement devices. And we are discovering further 
knowledge about attitudes and attitude change. But I would have to add a 
large "BUT" to those statements. 

BUT 

We have too frequently relied on the experimental method because we 
are familiar with It and on attitude scaling because It Is easy, quick, 
and handy. David H. Smith argues that the problem lies In the difference 
between our theoretical notion of process as continuous. In flux, each 
elersfjrit affecting each other element In some way and so forth and the 
linear cause-to-s Ingle-effect model Implied by the experimental format. 
The two conceptions 6f process are antithetical In Smith's eyes.^ It Is 
understandable why we have relied on this static model of process for 
experimental purposes for so long: It Is encapsulated In most statistical 
models and most research designs which employ experimental effects and 
methods. These models Imply a world In which Independent variables, 
or causes, have certain Impacts on dependent variables or effects. These 
causes may or may not have common roots. The assumption underlying 
research done using the experimental method has been that as more and 
more researchers dl d more and more research on more and more aspects of 
more and inore problems, that the nature of the problems would become 
clear. Part of the problem underlying this faith In the experimental 
method In the social sciences Is that it has Its roots In biometrics, 
a field where the assumption of a cause-effect linear model of process 
Is more likely to hold true (I.e., development of hybrid corn varieties 
probably does relate to introduction of varied independent variables, 
repeated testing, and so forth) than It Is in the Social Sciences. 



Disenchantment with -the experiment" has been building In the Social Sciences 
of late too. Some departments of Psychology (at the University of Minnesota 
for example) actively encourage their students to avoid doing research uslnq 
the experimental method and to Instead .develop their own methodologies to 
Investigate phenomena or to use some alternate method like content or context 
analysis. In study focused on communication, observational techniques are 
being used more frequently and result In findings which are Important (e.g., 
Bales' discovery of the use of the fantasy theme In the development of group 
norms and social reality). It seems that we In Speech Communication need 
to follow some of these directions to follow our own advice— deemphas I ze 
the experimental method; encourage the development of alternate methods of 
measurement to the attitude scale: explore communication variables Instead 
of measuring psychic processes using pencil and paper testing. In short, 
this reassessment of progress since 1968 would conclude that communication 
theory at least hasn't made much— that we desperately need to move to methods 
other than the traditional experimental one. Rhetorical theorists and critics 
have been much more willing and flexible In abandonlm] traditional methods 
and In adopting Innovation. They have for the most part moved away from 
Neo-Ar Is tote lean methods and have adopted new and untried critical approaches. 
As Darnell noted In his answer to Miller In 1968, perhaps It Is essential 
that communication theorists be exposed to rhetorical and critical points 
of view. He answered Miller's suggestion that behavioral scholars have 
better things to do than to study Classical Rhetoric and British Public 
Address. Darnell observed that these scholars may well ". . . learn better 
from some rhetoricians In many courses labeled 'Rhetoric' than they can from 
some numerologlsts In courses labeled 'Scientific Methods' "Wei I, some 
might say" then how do we go about avoiding attitude scaling, the experi- 
mental method hangup, and a focus on non-conwiun I cation behavior?" I have 



"two suggestions: shift some of our Independent variables to a dependent 
position by using them as measuring devices and two, otlllzation of multiple 
methods of measurennent as preliminary study Is being done. 

Independent to Dependent 
If one were to catalog the pieces of experimental research done since 
t968 according to the dependent variables used for measurement and the 
•Independent variables manipulated, he would find that, for the most part, 
the pommun I cation variables have been In the Independent position. We have 
studied the effects of fear appeals on attitudes, the effects of verbal 
commitment on attitudes, the efffect of ego- Involvement on attitudes, the 
effect, of counterattltudlnal advocacy on altitudes and so on. One of the 
things which behavioral scholars might do to avoid the much criticized 
reliance upon attitude scaling Is to shift some of these communication 
variables to a dependent position— use the communication behavior as a 
measuring device. For Instance, Instead of asking "what are the effects 
of commitment on attitudes?^' we might ask "what are the effects of variable 
X,Y, or Z on the kind of verbal commitment people elicit?" Or Instead' of 
asking "what are the effects of counterattltudlnal advocacy upon attitude 
change?" we might ask, 'what are the effects of variable A, B, or C on 
the nature of the counterattltudlnal advocacy elicited by S's?" Such a shift 
win necessitate the development of different measuring devices, many of which 
will focus on style. Initially they will be unsophisticated, but the Im- 
portant thing Is that we will be looking at behavior which Is not limited 
to checking positions on an attitude scale. Instead we wl 1 1 be looking at 
communication, and that Is our business. Our focus will .lecessarl ly shift 
from the source of communication to the receiver— we will be looking at the 
receiver's communication behavior as It correlates with some other experience 
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he has had or with some other phenomemon to which he has been exposed. 
Some may argue that this Is not a substantive change from the traditional 
experimental method-that we are still putting things Into a "manipulated 
variable" and "dependent varlable'mold. That can happen and may yelid 
worthwhile results, but It Is not the only way that such questions might be 
asked. For example, take the reversal of the 'effects of verbal commitment 
upon behavior" question cited above. We can ask the question outside the 
framework of the traditional experimental method. We might for example 
look at persons who have demonstrated various levels of commitment (e.g., 
voters for McGovern, workers for McGovem. and McGovem staff) and seek to 
determine what differences exist In their various communication behaviors: 
do they display varying degrees of non-verbal activity? do they utilize 
metaphor In different ways? and so on. In an Initial study following this 
method, I have discovered that total verbal output Is highly correlated with 
levels of commitment similar to those cited above: that ver-bal variety Is 
correlated with commitment; and that relative frequency of certain words 
correlates with levels of commitment. The exciting thing about this kind 
of shift In focus Is that It examines what I am supposed to be able to 
sfudy and what I am trained to study— communication acts— and not on what I 
am not trained to study-the workings of the brain. I may ultimately draw 
some conclusions about .the workings of the brain, and about the ways that 
people arrange and change biases and beliefs, but I begin with the raw 
material with which I am most familiar and which i am trained to explore— 
communication behavior. I think that this shift of emphasis of communication 
variables from the Independent to the dependent position and the corresponding 
necessity to devise methods to msasure communication behavior promises to 
be exciting and fruitful. It also leads to my second suggestion. 



ERIC 



i -7- 

.' Multj measurement 

f 

I Assume that you as a researcher had followed the advice given above 

1 and had asked yourself a research question Involving communication as an 

j output-how and with what does It vary. Given our meager supply of methods 

j for measuring communication output, you would be forced to look around for 

f some way to talk about the focus of your study-some way to measure It. 

I There would be several opitlons open to you: one, you could cast about for 

J some measuring device which would get at the communication variable which 

I Interested you, or two, you could devise your own measuring system, or three, 

I you could try to use some content free system of measurement like context 

\ or content analysis, or finally, you could do all of these or any combination 

I 

J of them. I think one of our priorities In the field of Speech Communication 

ought to be to engage In this last option-exploring the phenomena from a 

j variety of perspectives-trying out on -the same set of behavior a variety 

I of measuring methodologies. We need to let measuring devices emerge from 

I the matter being studied; we need to look at the object of study using the 

j perspectives of other disciplines; and we need to utilize the content free 

j methods that are available. All of these devices need to be tested In 

I "pilot study" settings and adapted as the need arises. A good example of 

I this kind of Speech Communication research Is related to several field studies 

j dealing with political campaigning presently underway at Northern Illinois 

I University by M.A. students and staff members. Instead of directing students 

j to utilize some attitude scale In a "before-after" or 'after-only' design 

I to test the effects of evidence or emotional argument or personal contact, 

i students are Instead encouraged to follow a local candidate around and to 
search for patterns as he campaigns. The researcher asks questions of the 
candidate, local party leaders, persons to whom the candidate speaks, and 

ErJc ^^^^s- The method used here In these "pilot studies" is similar to ' • • 
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partlclpant observer techniques used In anthropology except that the observer 
In this case does not participate In the campaign: Instead he observes and 
searches for patterns of behavior. Once such a pattern emerges, the researcher 
designs a method .for quantifying or evaluating the communication variables 
which seem to reflect or cause the pattern. Further the student checks 
his suspicions and his measuring device by repeating his field study a 
second time with full utilization of the measuring Instrument which he has 
designed or borrowed, and thus builds a kind of test-retest reliability. 
Sometimes several students work on the same campaign and In this way provide 
not only a mu I tl measurement perspective before the study In consideration of 
various measuring Instruments' but In the final products of the several 
studies. Similar procedures are presently being used for researching small 
group behavior at the University of Minnesota. Several students may look 
at the same question (e.g., leadership emergence or the function of the fan- 
tasy themel from differing measurement perspectives (e.g., content analysis, 
role diaries, etc.) or several students may look at the same set of behavior 
from a variety of perspectives (e.g., researching the Identical groups 
using different devices). In some cases several students may apply the 
same measuring device to differing sets of behavior (e.g., the Berg Tlme- 
Oevoted-to-Themes device was used In studying Juries, student classroom 

« groups and Model Neighborhoods groups). 

*■ 

I "^^^ """f^'s kind of multlmeasurement and of these diverse measure- 

i 

I ment perspectives In a set of patterns which are verifiable In several 

j ways and which relate to one another as well ts with a specific research 

r 

f bo+f' Minnesota and Northern Illinois, this research strategy 

i f'as led to a number of valuable Insights which focus on communication 

t output as the dependent variable and which are not only Insightful but 

9^- w?>tch have Implications for theory development and fo.r subsequent research. 



Though this kind of research Is not as easy to conduct as the stralnht-- 
forward traditional experimental study utilizing some attitude scale as 
the dependent variable, it Is, In the cases cited at least, stimulating 
and. exciting. It is not 'push' research which one has to force himself 
to do, but rather is the kind of 'pull' research which draws the researcher 
back to Itself. The value of having several persons focusing on the same 
question is also evident: researchers can discuss the Identical topic with . 
one another ln=,icod Of +opic= which ar« .nfy langentlally related.' 

Cone I us? on 

If the research reported in our professional journals Fs evidence of 
any trends and If the titles reported as dissertations in progress or 
completed is indicative of the research being conducted in the field. 
t^.en we have made only limited progress since the USOE conference on the 
recommended directions agreed upon in 1968. There are some bright spots, 
but we seem sti II to be hung up on the experimental methodology to the 
disadvantage of other approaches; we seem still to have a facination 
for attitude scaling; and we are still not directing the focus of our 
research on human symbolic behavior-on communication. If we are to avoid 
film-flamming ourselves further and if we are to avoid generating more of 
what W.S. Ong, S.J. calls "peanut research" we need to follow the recom- 
mendations of the New Orleans conference. Two steps in fol lowing that advice 
are to shift variables from the independent position in our research to the 
dependent position, particularly communication output variables, and two, 
to utilize a multitude of measurement instruments and measurement perspectives. 
Though both of these steps require more work and ingenuity than the traditional 
experiment using an attitude scale as a dependent variable, they hold much 
promise for answering questions about communication instead of about psy- 
chological or sociological variables. 



•10- 



FOOTOOTES 



1. Gerald R, Miller, "Human Information Processing: Some Research Guldllnes,' 

fn Conceptual Frontiers In Speech Communication ; A Report of the 
New Orleans Conference on Research and I nstructiona l D evelopment 
Eds» Robert J. KIbler and Larry L. Barker, (New York: Speech 
Association of America, 1969) p. 63. 

2. Donald Darnell, "A Response to 'Human Information Processing: Some 

Research Guidelines' In Barker and KIbler ^ p. 73 and p. 74. 

3. David H. Smith, "Communical Ion Rosoarcb and the Idea of Process* 

Speech Monogr aphs , XXXIX, (August, 1972) pp. 174-182. 



